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INTRODUCTION
In 1978, the U.S. Geological Survey initiated the Regional Aquifer-System Analysis (RASA) program in response to Congressional concern over the drought of 1977. The purposes of the RASA program are to define the regional hydrology and geology and to establish a framework of background information on geology, hydrology, and water chemistry for the Nation's important aquifer systems. This information is critically needed to develop an understanding of regional ground-water flow systems and to support more efficient ground-water resources management (Sun, 1986) .
As a part of the RASA program, the Survey began a S-year study in 1988 of the ground-water resources of an ll-state area that includes parts of East Tennessee ( fig. 1) . The 5year study, designated the Appalachian Valleys-Piedmont Regional Aquifer-System Analysis (APRASA), is investigating the quantity and quality of ground-water resources in the unglaciated part of the Valley and Ridge, Blue Ridge, and Piedmont physiographic provinces. Included in the ground-water resources of the area are the principal springs that are being or could be used for water supply. Springs are an important water source for many large cities in the region including several in East Tennessee. In addition, springs have hydrologic importance as the outlet for large, integrated ground-water-flow systems in the soluble rocks in the APRASA study area.
Studies of springs in East Tennessee were begun by the Survey in 193 1 following the severe drought of 1930 (Sun and others, 1963) . Later, a reconnaissance of ground water available from both wells and springs was begun in 1947 with field work completed in 1953. This work resulted in the publication of information on 960 springs in East Tennessee (DeBuchananne and Richardson, 1956 ). Ninety of the larger springs were selected for further study; their flows were measured monthly for a period of 1 to 4 years (Sun and others, 1963) . The period of measurement included the moderate drought from 195 1 to 1954. The discharge measurements of 84 of the 90 springs were analyzed for magnitude and variability. They reported a total of 66 springs in East Tennessee with mean discharges that exceeded 1 ft3/s, four of which had mean discharges that exceeded 10 ft"/s. No spring had a mean discharge in excess of 100 ft3/s. This report summarizes the discharge information available for springs in the APRASA area in East Tennessee that have mean discharges greater than 0.25 ft3/s. The summary is in the form of a small-scale location map ( fig. 2 ) and a table (table 1) giving location, name, and statistical measures of the flow of each spring.
DATA COMPILATION AND ANALYSES
Data on approximately 2,700 measurements of spring discharge for 171 springs in 28 counties of East Tennessee are stored in the Geological Survey's computerized file of miscellaneous measurements in the Tennessee District. The records were analyzed using a statistical software program. The data for each spring (from 1 to 65 measurements) were analyzed to determine the mean discharge and the discharge exceeded by 75,50, and 25 percent of the miscellaneous measurements. Springs with mean discharge of less than 0.25 ft3/s were not tabulated (table 1). The remaining 134 springs were plotted as circles on a 1:1,000,000-scale map using geographic information system (GIS) software ( fig. 2 ). All but seven springs are located within the Valley and Ridge physiographic province as delineated by Fenneman (1946) . The area of each circle is proportional to the mean discharge of the corresponding spring. A map number was assigned to each spring and these numbers are cross referenced with station numbers in table 1. The reader may determine a more accurate location of each spring with regard to hydrographic features, cultural features, or boundaries of larger-scale topographicquadrangle maps by overlaying figure 2 on a 1: l,OOO,OOO-scale map index (US. Geological Survey, 1980) . Because the number of measurements at each spring is relatively small, the maximum and minimum discharges listed in table 1 should not be construed as the full range in flow that could be expected over a long period of time. In addition, because the measurements are irregularly distributed over a number of years and hydrologic conditions, the P75, P50, and P25 values should not be construed as representative of flow duration. 
